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Addressees:

TRANSMITTAL OF THE DRAFT RESPONSE TO POLICY-LEVEL COMMENTS ON THE
FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE 200-CW-1 AND 200-CW-3 OPERABLE UNITS AND THE
200 NORTH AREA WASTE SITES, DOE/RL-2002-69, DRAFT A, AND THE PROPOSED
PLAN FOR THE 200-CW-1 AND 200-CW-3 OPERABLE UNITS AND THE 200 NORTH
AREA WASTE SITES, DOE/RL-2003-06, DRAFT A

The Feasibility Study For the 200-CW-1 and 200-CW-3 Operable Units and the 200 North Area
Waste Sites, DOE/RL-2002-69, Draft A, and the Proposed Plan For the 200-CW-1 and 200-CW- S5Go071n
3 Operable Units and the 200 North Area Waste Sites, DOE/RL-2003-06, Draft A, were sent to

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Washington Department of
Ecology (Ecology) on March 31, 2003, completing Tri-Party Agreement Milestone M-015-38A.

In May 2003, Ecology and EPA notified the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations

Office (RL) that they had concerns regarding the Draft A version of the Feasibility Study (FS)

and that they would provide policy-level comments to RL instead of the typical technical and
editorial-type comments. On June 23, 2003, Ecology and EPA approved RL’s request for a 60-

day extension to the response to regulator review comments and the submittal of a schedule for
providing the revised documents. The 60-day extension allowed the parties time to continue
discussion on the policy-leve! issues and to develop RL’s responses. The responses are attached.

As outlined in the Tri-Party Agreement Legal Agreement, Section 9.0, “Documentation and
Records,” comment resolution and a schedule for updating the documents must be submitted to
the parties 30 days following receipt of comments. Until such time as the additional technical
and editorial comments are received, RL is unable to provide a schedule for document revision.
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RL would like to thank both Ecology and EPA for their cooperation in resolving the policy-level
comments and appreciates your willingness to continue discussions that will result in progress
toward completion and approval of the FS and proposed plan. If you have any questions on the
attached Draft Response to Comments document, you may contact me, or your staff may contact
Bryan Foley, Waste Management Division, on (509) 376-7087, or Ellen Mattlin, Regulatory
Compliance and Analysis Division, on (509) 376-2385.

Sincerely,
-

Joel Hebdon, Direc T
RCA:EMM Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division

Attachment

cc w/attach:

D. Bartus, EPA

C. E. Cameron, EPA

L. D. Crass, FHI

R. Gay, CTUIR

J. S. Hertzel, FHI
R.Jim, YN

T. M. Martin, HAB

E. J. Murphy-Fitch, FHI
K. Niles, Oregon Energy
J. Price, Ecology

P. Sobotta, NPT

R. F. Stanley, Ecology
Admin Record



Draft Responses to EPA and Ecology General Comments on 200-CW-1 and 200-CW-3 and
200 North Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan.
August 18, 2003

1. The approach taken by DOE is not consistent with the National Contin;gency Plan (NCP) and

and dtspose, and simplified soil caps, depending on actual site:attrib
attenuation is an acceptable treatment as discussed in EPA’s O R Dtre?ﬂﬁe 9200.4-17P,

Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Supetfund _RCRA Cor_: tive Actioh and

transferrmg tke c&# mants to a wdste dlsposai | “ ihtjy'(:.e ERDF ).

To pravtde the pubhc & Eare clarzty and understanding, Altematwe 2 Maintain the Existing
Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and Natural Attenuation, will be represented as a capping
alternative that takes advantage of the presence of and/or augments the existing soil cover.
This type of cap will be called a Basic Cap in the FS

To quote the feasibility study and accompanymg proposed plan, “‘a major element of the
preferrcd altematlvas isto use 1nst1tut10nai controls and natural attenuation.”

Thts;;alternatwe uses mbing (‘m of a soil cap and natural attenuation to provide
protemveness The institutional controls are an added element of protection used to help
prevent intrusion to the waste. This is true for any capping alternative; institutional controls
are a required element if wastes are left in place. Institutional controls are used in the 100
Areas far sites wherg'contammatmn is Ieﬂ below 15 ft and are common elements of many of

“mamtam _t]zg__extstmg sod cover” and “simplified soil cover” alternatives. This land could be
used for surface-based recreational and conservation activities in its current configuration,
which is consistent with the desired land use in both the CLUP-EIS and the Future Site Uses
Working Group document. However, people could be exposed to unacceptable concentrations
if they were to dig into the waste. Similarly, deep-rooted plants and deeply burrowing animals
may also gain access to the waste and would need to be controlled. This does not imply that
the sites would be unvegetated, but rather that selective herbicides or hand removal would be



used to control non-native, intrusive plants, such as the Russian thistle. Gable Mountain
Pond currently has recovering vegetation but receives annual herbicide application to control
the thistle.

These controls would need to be in place for hundreds of years to even meet an industrial
cleanup level. This is absurd. To use institutional controls as the basis for this eyaluation
renders the feasibility study useless.

In both the Proposed Plan and Feasibility Study, the longest period wh
controls would be part of the preferred alternative is 160 years to reach

radronucltdes isa well-understood process and the ume to meet PRGs can be reda ,tf
calculated with certamty For most of the waste sites; the time frame to meet PRGS was based

but the document was prepared using a coi
sites that do not pose a n.sk to groundwate' £
: srouldﬁ“éeﬂ i}

i‘tat of “new to science” species on Gable
Mounta:m should be cons:dered sensmve habltaf'"

Response We agree that tke N CP reqmres an evaluation of threats to sensitive habitats;
however, no sensitive habitats are believed to exist in the areas of the waste sites. The FS
identifies, and incorporates through reference to the Central Plateau Ecological Evaluation
Report, Draft B, the new-to-science species. The status of these species has not been
determined; however, they were generally found confined to the top of Gable Mountain and
Umtanum Ridge, a ve'ry significant distance from the waste sites, or to shrub/steppe habitat in
be the former Gable Mountam Pond, which no longer contains water and has been backfilled
and stabilized with a thick soil cap. The waste at Gable Mountain Pond is at least 3 ft and as
much as 13 ft below ground surface. Contamination at the edges of the pond is the closest to
the surface, but also has the lowest concentrations. The deeper parts of the pond are 10 or



more feet deep in most places. The shallowest cesium-137 concentration that exceeds the PRG
of 20 pCi/g for ecological receptors is 6 to 7 ft (see data tables in Appendix A of the RI
Repori).

Additional work on identifying potential new-to-science species, including s1¢e walkdowns with
the scientist who originally found the new-to-science insects, will be gptidu ted and the results
will be included in the revised FS. Information from the 200 Area ecotogtc v QO will also
be included as available. ‘ G

3. USDOE used a site specific feeding guild without prior consultanon and,approval by
Ecology. The site specific guild generated soil cleanup levels hlgher than those specified in
WAC-173-340-900. e

Response: The guild has been presented to Ecology through the Central Pli_iteau Ecological
Evaluation Report, Draft B, and through 100 Area ecological work. As reqazgted by the
regulators and defined in the Central Plateau E col&g E valuaaa'n Report, the ecological

risk assessment was conducted in accordance with the EPA 8-stey process. Contaminant

. Readablhty- The proposed plan is 10t wntten £ ase of public understandmg The
document is Taden with j jargon ‘and refers to tertns that-are undefined such as the core zone.
After the Tri-Parties come to agreement on’ the proper remedies, this plan will need to be
rewritten so the public has the opportunity'to provide meaningful comment.

Response: The proposed plan will be reviewed for claritJi and readability.

5. Costs- Itisnot believable that the cost fpr--lbﬁg'-term control is under 16 million dollars. It
appears many items such as groundwater monitoring has been shifted to other projects.

Response: This is an FS cost estimate, describe in CERCLA guidance as having an accuracy
of +50 to —~30%, designed to provide a comparison between alternatives. In line with CERCLA
guidance, the costs are noted as net present worth. Where modeling has indicated the
potential for future groundwater impacts (216-B-2-2 Ditch and its analogous waste sites),
remove and dispose has been identified as the preferred alternative, thereby eliminating the
need far groundwater monitoring. The Gable Mountain Pond does have documented
stontium-90 contamination in the groundwater. Historical monitoring has indicated that the
plume is.not moving. Future groundwater monitoring of this one site will be addressed on an
areq _wgde basis, making estimation of site-specific groundwater monitoring costs for the FS
unreasonable.

6. Analogous site approach- The proposed plan states that this strategy results in considerable
cost savings because investigations can be delayed, which is questionable at best.



Characterization will be required during remedy implementation so cost will occur
regardless. In fact, due to inflation, cost will likely increase over time.

Response: This is the strategy as identified in the Implementation Plan. Not only can the
confirmatory and design sampling be delayed, but also the information from the representative
sites can be used to tailor the confirmatory and des:gn samplmg to be more spec:f ic fo the

manner w:th eff ciencies gamed through tmplementatwn ona regwnal Ws,
nmg t§

8-2 of the FS). T, he Explanation of Significant Differences process w 1o adjust
remedial actions, if needed, based on the confirmatory sampling. :

The 212 Buildings in 200 North Area received the fuel eleit nts from ft}te 100 Areas These

: fow for the decay of the
iodine-131 and other short-lived radionuclides prior to processing in the 200 Area plants. The
fuel elements are the same materials processed in the 200 Areas; therefore, the contaminants
should be similar to those associated with the 200 Area processes (with ‘the excepi ‘of the
chemicals added during those processes). The chromium that is such a s:gmf icant -
contaminant in the 100 Areas was added to the cooling water in the 100 Areas to prevent
problems in the reactors. No evidence of sodium dichromate addition to the 200 North Ponds
was found. The existing information.on the waste:sites in the 200 North Area indicates that
little or no contamination is expected and would . 7 ounded:bjf the contamination found at
the 21 6-B-3 Pond. However, the document does require that these sites have mandatory
confirmatory sampling to support thé selected e)-nattve;by investigating the nature, vertical
extent, aml lateral extent, zf needed ' of the con

7. The pr"oposed plan appears-to mi alues of the public regarding potential future
uses of the area. It is EPA and Ecology’s posmon that one of the values of the public is to
allow thls area to be retumed to an unrestricted status as soon as p0351ble One of the major
emphasis points of the recently completed exposure scenario task force was to shrink the 200
Area waste management area to as(_small of area as possible.

Response:- While some:diseussions in the risk framework workshops dealt with the range of
land uses, the specific position taken by the Tri-Parties in their response to HAB advice #132
states that “an industrial land-use scenario will set cleanup levels on the Central Plateau.” In
keeping with the response, other land-use scenarios were evaluated as part of this FS. Most of
the waste sites considered in this FS are within the core zone. The B Pond lobes have been
clean closed under RCRA and have been investigated for radionuclides as part of the closure
process. The data indicate little or no radiological contamination exists presently and would
be virtually gone by the assumed 50-year DOE control period. Gable Mountain Pond will



require some restrictions because of the strontium-90 currently in the groundwater, so
unrestricted status at that site is not practicable in the near future.

The anticipated land use in the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact

Statement (DOE/EIS-0222-F) for areas outside the core zone is conservatio “(mining); this is
in line with the Future Site Uses Working Group. Conservation implies i ontinued restrictions
to protect the ecological and cultural resources of an area. S

as the other analogous sites in the FS. T he FS notes hawever,_ th_ 2t while thiey
on the best available information at the time, confi rma;q;;y sampling will be
selectwn of the appropriate remedial alternatwe 1‘ €XIS inf g"'matian |

remqvgd __ﬁ'Om the FS at that ttme.' In addmon; the tanks have been f lled with sand. A fifth
s:te in 200 North Area; UPR-200-N-2 ts a valve box for a raw water line, A historical survey

ontammanon area. Subsequeﬁt”surveys have not ulent:f jed radiation. All the no action sites
were identified for vertf ication samplmg to: verq[y the no action status in the FS.

The FS will be revised to mcludie_ addmonal mjbrmatwn on the 200 North Area sites and a
 site-specific estimate 0f these sites in relation to the CERCLA criteria and the uncertainties
associated with land use in this-area. The preferred alternative for these sites will be changed
to remove and dzsposed because they are relatively small sites, they are in an area of uncertain
land use, and several of them have already had a remove and dispose decision.

9. It is not apparent how DOE can make a recommendation for no action for the 5 North sites
when no data is presented in the plans.

Responsei The available existing information is provided in the FS. See Section 6.3.1.1 and
Tables 2-4 and 2-6 in the FS. Also see response to comment 8.

10. It 18 not clear how institutional controls would be enforced for 268 years (see page 10 of the
proposed plan) when a base assumption in the documents is that controls are lost at 150
years.



Response: Neither the FS nor the Proposed Plan identify a preferred alternative with more
than 160 years of institutional controls (see response to comment #1). Sites that significantly
exceeded the 150 years of institutional controls agreed to in the Tri-Parties response to HAB
advice #132 do not have Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative. For the 216-B-2-2 Ditch
(which you are referring to in the comment and which would require about 268 ye&rs to decay
to PRGs) and its analogous waste sites, the preferred alternative is removal. Qi;d osal.

11. The ARARS table needs to be redone. The table should specify whe
applicable or relevant and appropriate instead of just saying ARAR

8 requirement is

Response: In general, this is specified in the “Justification” column (caiumn the ARARs
tables and represents DOE’s recommendation on potential ARARs. ‘ s will be
specified in the ROD that is approved by the EPA. The tables will be rev:ewed to ensure the
distinction between applicable and relevant and appropriate is mclnded far all citations.

12. Exclusion of West Lake from the proposed action is not appropnate and is inconsistent with
USDOE’s concept of area closures. West Lake has h;storlca]ly beenz ::sed by Natlve
Americans and will require careful application of tnbal exposure scenanos

Response: A more detailed look at the hyd logu:?and other site charaftenst:cs will be made
of West Lake. If warranted by this additional nf&rmatwn, potential rémedlal actions will be
developed. Site-specific contaminant dis) yuoﬂwnd com:‘ timl site models will also be
developed because West Lake is very:di om any'of
West Lake never ‘irtt’éht;’anaﬂy rece
contaminated groundwater moving up f
fit the conceptual model for the 20 W-1 sites. Uynl the con;ammated groundwater is no

longer zmpactmg West Lake, any pot ttially comy mmated sedtments could not be effectively
remedtated. - :

nsider add ghmldlngs located in the area to the
the area clogure concept.

In addltlon USDOE may want
proposed cleanup in order to fu

As currently planned, the DOE will décontaminate and decommission the buildings. Residual
contamination in the soils beneath and around the building will be transitioned to the
CERCLA process for the appropriate operable unit. This will likely be done through the ESD
process after the buildings have been removed and the soils are available for assessment. The
range of remedial alternatives identified in the FS adequately covers the potential remedial
actions associated with residual contamination beneath the buildings.
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